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Claims 41-50 are ciorently present mttoBappli^ In view of the remarks that follow, 
PBCCMisidflratioii is respectfully requested. 

gpynpliance With 3S U.S.C, §1?2 

Applicants* lofit Response amended only tfae daima. At ttie top of pagi^ 2, the present 
OfiBce Action objects to those claim amendments under 35 §132, aaaeiting that the claim 
amendments introduce new matter into the disclosure of the iaveotion. This ground of objection 
is respectfiilly traversed, because it is not a proper ground of objection. More specifically, as 
noted above. Applicants last Response amended cmly die daims. MPBP §2163.01 and 
§706.03(o) make it dear that an amendment to a filaim should never result in a rejection under 35 
use §132 on tfae ground thai ^'newniatter'' has been added to die disdosure. The rejecdon, if 
any, should be a 35 U.S.C §112 i^ection on ttie ground that the amended daim indudea subject 
matter that is not supported by the origballywfiled disdosure. (Hie present Of&ce Acdon 
contains a rejection under §1 12, vMch Is discussed below). 

As explained above, the objection under §132 is not proper, because it Is a type of 
objectioa prehibited by the PTO. It is theiefiire respectfiilly submitted diat dila ground of 
objection must be wididrawn, and ^iplicants respectfliUy request notice that this ground of 
objection has been withdhiwn. 

Compliance ^th 35 U.S.C. §1 12 » Pirat Paragrap h 

The Office Action rqects Gaims 41-50 under the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. §1 12, 
assarting that the daims recite subject matter for which die spedficatlon fails to provide a written 
description. Tbis ground of nqjection is respectfully traversed, for the fbUowing reasons. 

The OfRce Action araerts that the spedfication fails to provide a written descriptloti of 
dae claim limitations of ''a first set of logic devices' and "a second set of logic devices*^. 
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Applicants respectfully diMgree. Hie spedfication dearly indicates at a number of lorations that 
the disclosed structure includes multiple logic dcviceSv for eoumqsle in pai^gr^h [0012]i 
pmgiraph [0018}» and paragr^h [0023]. Fuifher, the spedfication dearly recognizes that one 
subset of &esc plural lo^c devices may differ fiiom anottier subset {hereof. For examploi 
poiBgraph [0024] refers to "selected logic devices'*, wbidi necessarily means that tfw ""selected 
logic devices" can constitute one subset of the plural logic devices, and that the non-sdected 
logic devices inherently constitute a second subset of the plural logic devices. Applicants' 
spedfication does not use the exact phzases '^a first set of logic devices'" and ''a second set of 
logic devices". However, as pointed out m MPEP §2173.05(e)» the terminology used in the 
claims does not have to exactly matdi the tenninology used in the spedfication. It is flimfore 
tespectfiilly submitted Aat it is perfectly proper for Applicants' claims to refer to two subsets of 
plural logic devices, for example as ''a first set of logic devices" and ''a second set of logic 
devices*. 

ITie Office Action also asserts that the spedfication &ils to provide a written description 
of the claim limitations of '*an operating voltage" for the first set of logic devices and "an 
operating voltage" for the second set of logic devices". Persons stalled in the art are thorougMy 
familiar with the &ct that logic devices necessarily and inherently have operating voltages. 
Moreover, Applicants' specification expressly refers to the operating voltages of die logic 
devices, for example in paragraph [0004]. Tb the extent the spedfication also recogiizes that the 
logic devices can include two or more subsets, as discussed above, persoi» skilled in the art will 
readily uixlerstand that the logic devices in each set will necessarily hove an operating voltage. 
Aocordin^y, it Is pofectly proper for Applicants* claims to refer to ^'an operating voltage" for 
one set of logic devices and "an operating voltage" fiw another set of logic devices. 

In view of the foregoing it is not at all dear why the Office Action asserts that there is no 
written description corresponding to foe redtation of two sets of logic devices, or the tedtation 
that logic devices have operating voltages. It is respectfully submitted foat the originaUy-filed 
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spedficaticm does in ftct provide a written description that properly supports all of the claim 
language in questi(»t and notice to that afibct is respectfully requested. 

Indqsendent Claim 41 stands rejected under 35 US.C §103 on the ground that it would 
be obvious over Choi U.S. Patent No, 6,894^56, taken in view of Chidambarrao U.S. Patent No. 
6»709^26. This ground of rejection is reqiectfiilly traversed. MPEP §2142 specifies that: 

The examiner bean the initisl burden of factually siq)porting any 
primajSicteconchi&ion of obviousness. Iftheexenunerdoessu^ 
produce ^ prima fade case, the applicant is under no obligation to 
submit evidence of nonobviousness. 

Apidicants r e s ped fiiBy submit that Oioi and Chidambanao &il to establish a prima fade case of 
obviotisness under §109 with respect to Ctaim 41» because the proposed modification to Choi 
would not result in the combinBtion that is recited in Applicants' Chdm 4L bi more detail, 
Applicants initially note ttiat Qtoi appears to diadose the use of only a )ow4c didectric material, 
and not any Ugh-k dfelectrio material. Conversely, Chidambarrao appears to disclose the use of 
only a hi j^-k didectric mateiid, and not any low-k didectric materisl. 

bi expldning die § 103 rejection of Claim 41 , the Office Action begins by indicating that 
Choi disdoses an integrated circuit (IC) with memory devices and logic devices that all have a 
non4u|jh-k gate ^dectric. but Qioi fails to disclose any lo^c dodces wiQi a hi^-k gate 
didectric. Tha office Actitm tKen tiimf ffi Chidftmbwmm^ Twlii^g that ChidambamiD mcnliomi a 
lo^c transistor with a high-k gate didectric and with high-speed perfbnnance. The Office 
Action asserts diat it wouM be obviom to modify the tej^^ 

repladng the non-hi^-k gate dielectric widi a hi^-k gate didectric in order to obtain hi^ 
speed performance in Chioffs logic devices. But even assuming for flie sake of discusdon that a 
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perron of oidinaiy skill in the art would actually be motivated to make the proposed 
modification, Ae stated motivation would cause that person to modify of the logic devices in 
Qioi so diat they would gj^ enjoy hlgih-specd perfhimance. b other words, the Office Action 
does not take tiie position ^ a person of ordinary skill would modify some but not all of the 
logic devices in Caioi. and in particular does not oflier any rationale as to why a person of 
ordinary skill would be motivated to modil^ some but not all of the logic devices, eq)ectally 
since the asseted motivation for die modification is to obtain improved pofbrroance. 
Consequently, the modifkd Choi IC would have all of its memory devices implemented with a 
non-high-k gate dielectric, g|I of its logic devices implemented with a high-k g^te didectric^ and 
B2 logic devices implemented with a non-high-k gate dielectric. Thus, the modified Choi IC 
would Bsl have any devices corresponding to the limitation in Claim 41 of "^a second set of logic 
devices having a non-high-k gate dielec^c", Accocdingily, it is lespectfijUy submitted that the 
proposed modification to Choi would not result in the specific combination that is recited in 
Apjriicants' Claim 41 . It is Iherafbre respectfully submitted that diat the Office Action ikils to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness under §103 with respect to Claim 4L Claim 41 is 
tberefbre believed to be patentably distinct ftom Choi and ChidambarraOy and notice to that eSect 
is respectfully requested. 

Indgadmt Claim 45 

hxdependent Claim 45 stands rqected under 35 U.S.C. §103 on the ground that it would 
be obvious over Choi in view of Chidambanao. lUs ground of rgection is respectfully 
traversed. As noted earlier, the PTO sfpecifies in MPBP §2142 diat: 
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The Qxaminer bears the initial burden of &ctually supporting any 
prtmajade conclusion of obviousness. If the examiner does not 
produce a prtma/ade case, the appUcaot is under no obligation to 
submit evidence of nonobviousness. 
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Applicants respectfully submit that Choi and Chidambairao ftil to establish a prima ftoie case of 
ofaviouoiess under § 103 with respect to Claim 45, because the proposed tnodificfttion to Choi 
would not result in the combination recited in Applicants' Claim 45. As noted above, Choi 
appeals to disclose fhe use of only a low-k dielectric mat^^a), and no high-k dielectric material. 
Chidambanao Bppcm to disclose the i»e of only a hig^-k dielectric material* and no low-k 
dielectric matiariaL 

In explaining the §103 rejection of Claim 45, the OfTico Action begins by proposing the 
same modification that was proposed in association with Claim 41 , namdy replacing the tun^ 
hig^-k gate dielectric in the logic devices of ClK»i with a bigh-k gate dielectric. However^ as 
discussed above in association with Claim 41, Ae result would be fhat gH logic devices of Choi 
would be modified and have a hifjx-k gate dielectric. 

The explanation of the §103 rgection of Clum 45 also proposes a second modification to 
Choi. In particular, the 0£Sce Action proposes that, since Chidambairao has memory devices 
with a higb-k dielectric, it would be obvious to modify fhe mmory devices disclosed in Choi by 
replacing the non-high-k dielectric with a Ugh-k dielectric. However, the OfiBce Action foils to 
offer any motivation for making this proposed modification. As explained in MPEP §706.020'): 

33 U.S*C. 103 authorizes a rgection where, to meet the claim^ it is 
necessary to modify a single reference or to combine it with one or 
more other references. After indicating that the rejection is under 
35 U.S.C 1 03, the examiner should set forth in the QfSce action: 

(D) an explanation why one of ordinary skill in the art ot 
fhe time the invention was made would have been motivated to 
make the proposed modification. 
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Since fbe present Office Action Ms to offer any motivatiOD as to why a pmm of ordinaxy skill 
might possibly be motivated to make the proposed modification to memory devices In Cholp fhe 
Office Action fiiils to satisfy one of fhe fundamental requirements for establishing a prima facie 
case of obviousness under § 103. Absent motivation, a person of ordinary skill would not make 
the proposed modification to the memory devices of Choi. And even assuming for the sake of 
discussion that a person of ordinary skill would actually bo motivatBd to make the proposed 
modification to the logic dsvicos^ the stated motivation for that modificsticm would cause die 
person to modify gU of the logic devices in Choi so that ^y would aD enjoy hig^-speed 
perfomiance. Cdnsequently. the modMed Choi IC would have all of its memory devices 
in^ylcmented with a non-hi^k gate dielectric, gU of its logic devices implemented with a hi^-k 
gate dielectric, and jifi logic devices implemented with a non-high-k gate dielectric Thus, after 
modification, fhe Choi IC would ssl have any device corresponding to either the limitation in 
Claim 45 of **a second set of logtc devices having a non-high-k gate dtelectric", or the limitation 
in Claim 45 of "a set of memory devices having a high-k gate dielectric". 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that the proposed modification to Choi would not 
result in the specific combination that is tccited in Applicants' Claim 45. Accmlingty, It ia 
fcspectfiilly submitted that that the Office Action foils to establish a prima fode case of 
obviousness under § 103 with respect to Claim 4S, and that Claim 45 is dieiefore patentably 
distinct fiom Oioi and Chidambaxrao. Notice to that effect is xeqiectfiiUy regueated. 

hritpmdcntawm48 

Independent Claim 48 stands rejected under 35 US.C. §103 on the ground that it would 
be obvious over Choi in view of Chidambarrao. Ihis ground of ngection is icepeclihUy 
travmed. Aanotedeaziier>foePTOspedfie$inMPE?S2142aiat: 

The examiner bears the initial burden of Actually supporting any 
prAiuri^e conclusion of obviousness. If the examiner does not 
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jmduoe a prima facie oa8e> the qiplicant is under no obligation to 
submit evidenoe of nonobviouaneas. 

A|ip!icant8 respectfuliy s^ibmit that Choi and Chidambarrao &il to establish a prhna faoia obsd of 
obviouansss under §103 widi respect to Claim 48* because the proposed modification to Choi 
would not result in the combination recited in Applicants* Claim 48. As noted above, Choi 
appean to disdose the use of only a low-k dielectric material, and no high-k didectric material. 
Chidambanao appears to disclose the use of only a hi^-k dielectric material, and no low-k 
dielectrcc material. 

In explainmg the §103 rejection of Claim 48, the Office Action b^ins by proposing the 
same modificatioa that was proposed m association with Claim 41 » namely ceplaoii^ the noih 
high-k gate dielectric in the logic devices of Choi with a high-k gate dielectric material. 
However, as explained above in association with Claim 41 , die result would be that nfi logic 
devices of Choi would be modified to have a ht^-k gate dielectric. Further, it is not clear why 
the Examiner proposes this particular modification in the case of Claim 48. because Claim 48 
does not happen to recite any logic devices that have a hi^-k gate dielectric. In8tead« Claim 48 
recites two sets of logic devices that have dif&xeot non-fai^-k gate dielectrics. 

Next, die OfSce Aotion proposes the same modificadon that was proposed in association 
with Claim 45, namely modifying all of die memory devices of Clioi to rcplaoe the non-Mgh-k 
gate dielectric with a high-k gate didectric However, as explained above in association with 
Claim 45, the Office Action fails to of&r any motivation for this proposed modification. Absoil 
motivadcm, a person of ordinary skill would not make the pmposed modification to any of the 
memoiy device in Choi. Consequently^ in the absence of any stated motivation, the Office 
Action has &iled to meet the requucments of MPEP §706.02<j) in regard to eslabiishsng a prima 
fade rae of ob^usness. 

Finallyt and still in rogard to Claim 48, the Examinfir proposes a third modification to 
C3ioi. Howevo*, the Office Action Ms to clearly identify what tins proposed modification would 
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be. In paiticidar, in the last line on page 4> flie Office Action includes a statement that 
''Cbldambazrao et al. also discLo8e*\ but then in lines 1-2 on page 5« the Office Action fails to 
actually identify what it is that CUdambarrao supposedly discloses. Instead, the Office Action 
fdbrs to Choi instead of Ghidambanao. In particular, the OfBce Action refers to the gate 
dielectric 308 shown in Figure 4A of Choi, and refisrs to lines 1-5 in column 6 of C!hoi. In other 
words, the Office Action proposes that Choi be modified in view of itsolf» which does not make 
sense. Modifying Choi in view of itself effectively means no modification at all. 

In summary, and assuming &r tlie sake of discussion that a person of ordinary skill would 
actuaOy be motivated to make the first proposed modification to Choi« the ^ted motivation 
would cause that person to modify alt of the logic devices in Choi so that they would aU enjoy 
high-speed performance. As to the second proposed modification, the Office Action offers no 
motivation^ and so a person of ordinary sldU stmpty would not make the second proposed 
modification at alK And as to the third proposed modification, 4ie Office Action winds up 
proposing that Choi be modified in view of itself; which does not make any sense» and which 
efifectt vely boils down to no modification. Consequently, taking all three proposals into account, 
the modified Choi IC would have all of its memory devices implemented with a non-Iiigh-k gate 
dielectric, gQ of its logic devices implemented witfi a hi|^-k gate dielectric^ and no logic dovicea 
implemented with a non-high-k gate dielectric. Thus, the modified Choi IC would not have any 
devices coxrosponding to any of the fi>ttowiEg hmitationa of Claim 48: 

a first set of logic devices having a first non»high-k gate 
dielectric; 

a second set of logic devices having a second non**high-k 
gate dielectric difiisreot fixm said first non-higfark gate dielectric; 
and 

a set of memory devices having a hi^-k gate didectrie. 
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It ia therefore respectfully submitted Aat tfie proposed modifioation to Choi would not yield aa 
IC that is even remotely similar to the spedfio combination recited in Applicants* Claim 48. It is 
fherefine respectfully submitted (hat that fte OfiBce Action fkils to establish a prima fhde case of 
obviousness under § 1 03 with respect to Claim 48^ and that Claim 48 is thus patentably distinct 
fiom Choi and Cbidambafrao. Notice to tliatefibct is reqwctfully requested. 

Dependent Clymy 4j}-44, 4fr47 md 49-50 

Claims 4Z-44» Claims 46-47 and Claims 49-50 tcspectLvely depend fiom Claim 4 U 
Claim 4S and Claim 4S, and are also believed to be distinct fiom the art of record^ for eaiample 
&r the same reasons set forth above with respect to Claims 4 1 , 45 and 48, leapectively* 

Conchision 

Based on the foregoing^ it is respectfully submitted that all of the pending claims are fiilly 
allowable* and &vorsble reconsideration of this application is therefore tespectfiiily tequssled. [f 
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the ExoDiner believes that examinalicm of the present aiipUcaticm may be advanced in any way 
by a telephone conference the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned attorn^ at 



Date: Januaiy4,2006 

HAYNES AND BOONE, LLP 
901 Main Street, Suite 3100 
Dallas, Texas 75202-3789 
Telephone: (972) 739-8647 
Facsimile: (214)200-0853 
File: 24061.231 

EnclosQtes: None 



R-I2IS36.1 



il>A(£12/12'IK:VDAT1»l200SI:52:52PM[Eastm 



972-739^8647, 




Reglstiat^^o. 30,222 
(972)739-8647 



